Abstract: This research investigates the role of corporate governance as a moderator between firms' performance and their Training and Development Policy (TDP). Research data were taken from the US, Brazil, Russia, India, China and Indonesia from 2007 to 2013. This research found that the TDP is important for enhancing firm performance. Also, the role of the training and development policy impacted each firm's performance differently, according to the level of corporate governance of that firm. The moderating effect of corporate governance reveals that better governance of a firm may have an influence on its TDP policy, which would lead to better firm performance. Overall, the results are consistent with the conjecture that corporate governance influences the firm's performance and training and development policy, suggesting that the training and development policy's success depends on the corporate governance level of the firm. Hence, this research contributes to two big theories: the knowledge transfer theory and the human capital theory, where the research findings show a confirmation of the two theories application in this research context.
Introduction
An industry report by the International Labour Organization ILO (2006) indicated that organizations in the United States spent a total of $55.8 billion on their Training and Development Policies (hereafter TDP). The net direct training expenditure averaged USD458 per employee and 1.3 percent of the total gross wages and salaries. This number had increased substantially with the compounded growth rate being around 5 percent in 2010, since 1996. Although training is only one way for employee learning to occur, the investment made in training requires an analysis of the evidence to examine if training pays off in organizational effectiveness. However, there is skepticism about the link between training and the results criteria. Training is often criticised for being faddish, too expensive, not transferring to the job, and not improving the bottom line (Bowers 2017; Caudron 2002; Kraiger et al. 2004; Wright and Geroy 2001) .
However, several scholars argued that the knowledge and skills of an organization's workforce are significantly important to firm performance, competitiveness, and innovation (Dukhan et al. 2017; Madarisa et al. 2017) . According to Kraiger (2003) , successful organizations are thought to invest more in training and development than other organizations, where these training and development programmes will lead to improvements in the organizational performance and results (Dolezalek 2005; Salas and Cannon-Bowers 2001) .
Further, the TDP performance topics focus only on the costs and benefits of TDP to firm performance without taking into consideration the corporate governance factors. It is important to examine TDP through the agency cost perspective by taking corporate governance as an important factor. Studies done by de Kok et al. (2003) , Bunch (2007) , and Deng et al. (2012) emphasised that the success of any training and development would depend on the governance of the firm. In other words, the ownership concentration, firm's size, and board structure play important roles in determining the success of the TDP, which is in line with the alignment theorem. Moreover, most of the research conducted in this area only evaluates TDP using reaction criteria (Alliger et al. 1997; Kraiger 2003; Kraiger et al. 2004) , and surveys (Nguyen et al. 2011; Ganotakis 2012) . Hence this research aims to bridge the research gap in this area.
Nevertheless, the research into the effects of training on performance remains debatable, especially at the organizational level of analysis (Tharenou et al. 2007 ). Prior researchers such as Hsu and Wang (2010) Subramanian and Youndt (2005) found that human resources have an impact on organizational performance, as the core of an organization. Thus, it is pertinent for an organization to ensure that all the key success factors of TDP must not be taken lightly. This study aims to investigate the association between TDP and firm performance by using samples taken from the US and the leading emerging countries such as Brazil, Russia, India, China, and Indonesia from 2007 to 2013. This study further investigates the relationship by introducing corporate governance into the estimation model as a moderator, to examine whether the performance of TDP would depend on the firms' good corporate governance.
For robustness reasons, this study takes six countries (Brazil, Russia, India, China, Indonesia, and the US) as its sampling frame. There are three reasons to justify this choice of countries. First, much research focuses on the developed market context. Adding the leading emerging economies such Brazil, Russia, India, China, and Indonesia may result in a better insight into this research area. To make it more robust, this research added one developed economy, the US, into this research for a better comparison. Second, this research aims to compare the effect of TDP on corporate performance in two different economies of scale. Brazil, Russia, India, China, and Indonesia are the leading developing economies, with a steady pace of capitalization of their stock markets. The GDP and HDI improvements may give different perspectives on the TDP-performance links. Yet, the US, as the representative of the developed markets, might have a different insight on these TDP-performance links. Comparing the results from those countries enriches the generalization of this research. Lastly, each country may have different corporate governance and unique institutional settings. As corporate governance is the moderating variable, adding these six countries may give a better view of the role of governance on the TDP-performance link.
In sum, this study aims to examine the role of corporate governance on the relationship between TDP and firms' corporate performance. This research uses two performance measures: Tobin's Q and the return on assets. Furthermore, this research has extended the common research design in human resource to a new empirical context and modified the model in terms of some measures and definitions. It also followed previous, established studies by controlling for the firms' characteristics. This research focused on two aspects namely: TDP and corporate governance, and used secondary data for the TDP and the corporate governance index from Asset4, which are all explained in Section 3. The knowledge theory is used as the base for this research's framework. This study's contribution is threefold. First, this research enriched the literature by extending the understanding of this research area for the context of both developed countries and developing countries. Second, this research documented the empirical findings of training and developments' effects on corporate values in developed and developing countries. Third, this study further established the fact that corporate governance may play a significant role in determining the performance of a firm in relation to its training and development.
The research paper is organised according to the following sequence. In the next section, the related literature is briefly reviewed. Section 3 describes the data, sample selection criteria, and preliminary analysis. Section 4 shows the findings and discussions. Section 5 presents the conclusion and implications of the research.
Literature review
Training can be defined as a systematic process of providing employees with certain competencies, such as knowledge, skills and abilities, so that they would be able to carry out their current jobs effectively and efficiently (Lepak and Gowan 2010) . As for the term development, it refers to learning experiences that focus more on the long term, for preparing employees for responsibilities in different jobs, usually at the management level (Lepak and Gowan 2010) . Both training and development performance are important for organizations because it is impossible for them to grow and compete in this current highly competitive and globalised business environment without them. However, train-ing and development is often viewed as a waste of resources, and are implemented just to comply with legal requirements. Training is also perceived by some organizations as a fad without linking the training to measurable results (Tharenou et al. 2007; Caudron 2002; Kraiger et al. 2004) .
Recent developments in the literature of strategic management realised the importance of human capital/resources (Kamukama and Sulait 2017; Jardon and Dasilva 2017; Narwal and Yadav 2017; Jardon and Martos 2009) . Human capital that possesses skilled and knowledgeable employees through an organization's training and development enables that organization to achieve a competitive advantage over its competitors. Valuable, rare and inimitable resources such as skills and knowledge are considered as resources (Jardon and Dasilva 2017; Narwal and Yadav 2017; Tharenou et al. 2007 ). Some researchers also equate an organizational learning capability, which in this study is manifested through the training and development of the organization, as a dynamic capability (Ambrosini et al. 2009; Zahra et al. 2006) . Dynamic capability can be defined as the capabilities that are geared towards the modification of operational capabilities, such as innovations to the organization's product or processing systems (Zahra et al. 2006) . Learning is an important capability that can be a source of sustainable competitive advantage. Investing in developing learning capabilities is crucial in the current competitive environment.
This research uses two theories as the base of the research's framework: the knowledge transfer theory and human capital theory. Knowledge transfer theory means the transferring of knowledge from one organization to other. Using this theory, Hajidimitriou et al. (2012) showed empirical evidence of how well-trained employees would benefit their organization through its knowledge diffusion. Besides that, Deardorff and Djankov (2000) in their study found that knowledge transfer through subcontracting arrangements will indirectly increase a firm's performance when the knowledge transfer theory is properly applied to the organization; it will increase the human capital of the employees and enable the organization to operate efficiently as the human capital of the organization increases. The notion was further supported by Hsiao et al (2017) , Tsai (2001) who postulated that when knowledge is being transferred efficiently through an organization, it would be a sustainable competitive advantage for that firm.
Meanwhile, the human capital theory is a theory derived from the classical economics stream. It shows that employees' personal incomes will be different, as they are based on the amount of investment in the human capital of the employees. The investment in employees' human capital means the educational level as well as the training taken by the employees. Marimuthu et al. (2009) stated that human capital is the process of enhancing people by improving their educational level and professionalism, in order to improve their knowledge, skills, values and social assets that may help in improving their organization's performance. This means that when the level of knowledge and ability has been upgraded, this may cause the organization to perform better. Furthermore, Ketchen et al. (2017) and Lepak and Snell (1999) defined human capital as the main component for increasing a business venture's assets and workforce, to increase its efficiency and competitive advantage.
According to Parham and Heling (2015) , an employee or worker with human capital will be able to provide a firm with important information during the decisionmaking process and investment in the strategic assets. Ahmad et al. (2016) also agreed that the human capital theory means a higher educational level is needed to increase the capability of people, as different levels of education and skills can influence the level of wages. Vomberg et al. (2015) mentioned that there is a positive relationship between human capital and the firm value. This means that when the human capital of the worker or employee is high, the performance of the organization will be better and more efficient.
How training may improve firm performance is debatable. From the perspective of the knowledge theory and resource based view, trained employees should benefit the organization. For instance, Khan et al (2011) showed that training and development have significant effects on organizational performance in Pakistan. They used 100 different samples and revealed that TDP is an important factor for an organization to deliver its vision, mission, and goals and enhance its employees' abilities. Amstrong (2000) argued that TDP is very necessary for an organization, and it must be designed with the needs of the employees in mind. Those organizations which develop a good training design, in accordance with the needs of their employees as well as the organization, always get good results (Boudreau 2006) . It seems that the design of the proposed training plays a very vital role in both the employees' and the organization's performance. Badly designed training is nothing but a waste of time and money (Tsaur and Lin 2004) .
Methods

Firm Performance
Firm performance is calculated by two measurements, namely, the Return on Assets (ROA), and Tobin's Q. In calculating the ROA, this research uses Earnings before Interest, Taxes, and Depreciation (EBITDA) instead of net income as the numerator. The reason is that some industries might have a relative advantage or disadvantage from depreciation and amortization which may lead to biased results. Meanwhile, the denominator of ROA is the book value of assets. The formula is as follows:
This research uses Tobin's Q because it is relatively better at capturing the effectiveness of management (Westerfield et al, 2005 ). Tobin's Q is the market value of total assets divided by their replacement costs, which can be written as follows:
Control Variables
Prior research showed there are four factors that could affect a firm's performance, namely, the firm's size, profitability, growth opportunities, and leverage (Black et al, 2006; Bhagat and Bolton, 2008; Masulis et al. 2012 ). The basic model is stated as below.
Value= f (Size, Growth Opportunities, Profitability, Leverage) In measuring a firm's size, this research uses the log of total assets (LTA). Meanwhile, other control variables were developed by following previous research into corporate governance (Black et al. 2006; Bhagat and Bolton 2008; Masulis et al. 2012) , where the growth opportunities ratio is capital expenditure divided by sales (CES). The profitability is taken from the ratio of operating incomesales ratio (OIS), and ratio of debt to common share equity measures leverage (LEV). Hence, the empirical regression model is shown as Equation 1.
Training and Development Policy (TDP)
This study uses Asset4 data to retrieve the Training and Development Policy (TDP). The category is a binary dummy variable, which equals 1 for firms which apply a training and development policy. 
Corporate Governance
As the objective of this study is to investigate the role of corporate governance (represented by GOV in the following formulae) in explaining the performance of a training and development policy, this study employed the corporate governance score to represent the level of corporate governance of a firm. The score is calculated from four important dimensions, which are the board's structure, function, compenzation policy, and shareholder rights. Furthermore, it measures a firm's systems and processes, which ensure that its board members and executive act in the best interest of its long term shareholders through its best management practices. Note that the higher the corporate governance score is, the better a firm performs its corporate governance. The data is retrieve from the Asset4 database. 
Data
This research retrieved data from the Worldscope and Asset4 databases to collect panel sets of annual financial data for Brazil, Russia, India, China, Indonesia, and the US from 2007 to 2013. This initial sample covers thousands of publicly listed firms. It then filters the listed firms and eliminates firms without complete data to make the balanced panel data set. Firms with missing data throughout the six year period were excluded too. At the end, the final data covered around 2,436 firms derived from the 6 countries.
The dummy variable is the measurement of TDP, where 1 is for a firm which implemented TDP and 0 otherwise. In fact, the database provides the TDP in Yes-No codes to classify and distinguish the firms with TDP and without TDP. Meanwhile, corporate governance's score is obtained from Asset4, it is calculated based on the 4 main corporate governance functions listed earlier. The higher the score, the better the corporate governance is.
This research runs the models by pooling the data set country by country. This research does not combine it all, or control for the country effect, for two reasons. First, each country has different institutional settings. Pooling the data and adding the country variable as controls causes estimation bias. Second, this research aims to compare the role of TDP on firm performance in each country.
The estimation model is run under a panel regression for each country. The panel data approach allows for assessing changes in the training and development policy and corporate governance over time, albeit not any significant changes in both the levels over time, and thus produces more reliable estimates (see Baltagi 2008) . Panel regression controls the correlation between the crosssectional error term and the predictor variables. It also allows the effect of those timeinvariant characteristics to be removed, so it will give a best prediction compared to a cross-sectional analysis or time series analysis (Petersen 2009 ).
Next, this research ran the full set of diagnostic tests for the panel data following Arrelano and Bond (1991) and Pedroni (2008) . It starts with the Wald test for individual effects, the Breusch Pagan LM test for random effects, the Hausman test for fixed effects, and a full set of dynamic settings of for the panel regression (from AR(1), AR(2), Sargan test, and Hansen test). Indeed, the Classical Linear Regression Model (CLRM ) procedure was estimated preceding those processes. The diagnostic tests show that the model proposed in this research falls into a fixed effect panel regression. Based on the result of AR(1), AR(2), Sargan test, and Hansen test, it does not have endogeneity, even in lag 1. A two-way fixed effect panel regression is employed to make the model more robust.
Results and Discussion
Descriptive Results Table 1 describes the summary of statistic for this research's sample of 2,346 firms across the six countries (US, Brazil, Russia, India, China, and Indonesia) and seven periods (2007) (2008) (2009) (2010) (2011) (2012) (2013) . The mean values were calculated for each variable to facilitate comparison among the variables. These mean values are provided, including their standard deviation values, which are depicted in parenthesis. This research also provides the statistical test for the difference in the mean value for each variable across the six variables. As expected, firms in the US have the best financial ratios among all six countries. Then comes Russia. This reveals that developed countries such the US and Russia (members of the D-8) have relatively better performance as compared to those emerging markets such as Brazil, India, China, and Indonesia.
Even though the panel data does not strongly pre-requisite normality, it reports low values for the standard deviation and good values for the mean, which implies that there is no such type-1 error in this data. Furthermore, the t-test indicates that there are significant differences among the variables, meaning each value of each variable has a different indicator. This illustrates that each financial ratio has a different financial measure. This is also important as it differentiates the performance measures between Tobin's Q and ROA. The findings in Table 1 imply that there is no such cross-measure from each variable (multicollinearity) and also there is no such autocorrelation. Table 2 presents the panel regression results for the baseline model (Model 1). With short panel data (the number of firms is significantly larger than the number of years), it reports the probability values based on White robust standard errors that control for heteroscedasticity errors, as well as firm clustering, year clustering, and the period effect which will induce the within-firm serial correlation error structure. Basically the coefficient estimated for all the variables is consistent in sign and magnitude across the various specifications, except for the significance level of several control variables in certain countries, due to country characteristics (e.g. developed vs developing or labor-intensive vs technology-intensive). This research starts with the US, which is the largest and most developed market in this sample. As expected, all the four control variables basically contribute positively to the firms' performance and they are statistically significant except for the size (LTA). Meanwhile, the adjusted R2 of the model is 24.43 percent (Tobin's Q model) and 23.84 percent (ROA model) which is the largest compared to the other markets. The baseline model estimation for US shows there is no different conclusion between Tobin's Q model and the ROA model. It then continues to Brazil's results where the adjusted R2 is good enough, 19.75 percent for Tobin's Q model and 18.22 percent for the ROA model. The control variables of Brazil were slightly different from the US results. Only profitability (OIS) and leverage (LEV) contributed significantly to Brazilian firms' performance.
Baseline Results
The results of the baseline model for Russia were considerably different. The adjusted R2 values are still good enough, at 14.70 percent for Tobin's Q and 14.38 percent for ROA. However, only one control variable contributed significantly to the firms' performance, which is profitability. The rest, such as size, leverage, and growth, failed to influence the performance of the listed firms in Russia. In the Indian context, the adjusted R2 also indicates the model is good enough in terms of the predictors' variance. The values are 16.61 percent and 18.26 percent for Tobin's Q model and the ROA model, respectively. The control variables contribute positively to the performance. However, similar to the US model's results, it is only size that does not influence the performance significantly. Profitability, growth, and leverage are statistically significant at the 5 percent level for the firms' performance. This is the same conclusion with China and Indonesia. In China's context, all the control variables except size contributed significantly to the firms' performance. It is noteworthy that those models are good enough where the adjusted R2s are 20.19 percent and 17.83 percent for the Tobin's Q and ROA respectively. In the Indonesian context, where the adjusted R2s are also good enough (17.11% for Tobin's Q and 16.93 for ROA), profitability, growth, and leverage have also influenced the performance of the firms significantly, at the 5 percent level. Size, on other hand, fails to have a statistically significant role in the firms' performance. The baseline model results are consistent with previous research, such as that by Black et al (2006) and Masulis et al (2012) 
The Role of Training and Development
This research further estimated Model (2) to examine the role of the Training and Development Policy (TDP) on the firms' performance. Table 3 contains the model's results for the performance of TDP from the six countries. Those estimations with two different performance measurements have the estimation of R2, which range from 12 percent to 28 percent.
The estimation of Model (2) shows that both Tobin's Q and ROA are positively related to TDP. In the context of the US, this research finds the TDP contributed positively to the firms' performance. The coefficient values are 0.5527 and 0.4278 for Tobin's Q and ROA, respectively. TDP is also statistically significant for the firms' performance. This means imposing TDP might help firms in the US to improve their performance, not only based on their accounting performance, such as ROA, but also their market-based performance, such as Tobin's Q. It arrived at the same conclusion for the Brazilian context. TDP contributed positively and significantly to the performance of Brazilian firms. This research then looked at the other countries such as Russia, India, China, and Indonesia. The conclusion remains the same; TDP has played an important role in firm performance. In Russia, TDP has a good magnitude of influence on the firms' performance where the coefficients estimated are 0.4497 and 0.4250 for the Tobin's Q model and ROA model, respectively. However, firms in India are not significantly associated with TDP. This is the same conclusion with firms in China. Lastly, firms in Indonesia show the TDP's contribution to the firms' performance is statistically significant, with coefficient values of 0.4026 and 0.4840 for Tobin's Q model and the ROA model, respectively.
Interestingly, the coefficients estimated for the control variables changed their significant role in performance after TDP was introduced into the model, except in the context of the US. This research finds that the estimated coefficients of size, profitability, growth, and leverage has lost its contribution in association with firm performance. For instance, the leverage does not play a significant role on firm performance in Brazil in the research sample. Only profitability has a significant contribution to both Tobin's Q and ROA. This is also the same for Indonesia. The growth and leverage have lost their significant contribution to firm performance, so only profitability plays an important role in Indonesian firms' performance. Interesting findings are found in the context of Russia, India, and China. All the control variables that once made significant contributions to firm performance have turned out to not be significant when TDP was introduced in the model. For example Russia, where the baseline model's results show a significant contribution by profitability. Yet, Table 3 reports profitability is not a significant predictor of firm performance in Russia when TDP is introduced. The same conclusion goes for India and China. Profitability, growth, and leverage contributed significantly to firm performance in those 2 countries. However, after TDP was introduced, there was no control variable that had a significant influence on firm performance. In the context of the US, the role of control variables towards firm performance is a stronghold where all the control variables contribute positively and significantly to firm performance, except for size.
Note that this research finds another interesting result. The coefficients estimated for size and growth in all the countries except for the US have changed their sign; which is inconsistent with the baseline model. The coefficients of LTA (size) and CES (growth) change from positive to negative. This means that TDP may positively contributed to performance, however, the economy of scale such as size, profitability, growth, and leverage have new conclusion.
Overall, the findings supported the hypotheses in this research. The results indicated that there is a significant role for TDP in the firms' performance. This shows that if a good TDP is imposed, the firm will perform much better. This means the findings are consistent with previous research, such as that by Storey (2002) , Storey (2004) , and Kwon and Rupp (2013) , who all found the significant role of training and development on firm performance. However, after introducing the TDP into the model, the control variables produced different results. All the countries except for the US have lost the role of the control variables. Moreover, some countries experienced changes in the coefficients' signs from positive to negative for the firms' performance.
It is possible, however, that these changes are caused by the cost of the TDP, or good corporate governance. Therefore, the research was extended to explore the role of corporate governance in this matter.
The Role of Corporate Governance
The regression results for the role of corporate governance (GOV) in each of the six countries using Model (3) estimations are reported in 
This research's estimation also finds a significant role by corporate governance in Brazilian firms' performance. Corporate governance has contributed positively, with scores up to 0.4866 and 0.4400 for the Tobin's Q and ROA of the firms in Brazil. This is consistent with the previous works of Klapper and Love (2004) , da Silva and Leal (2005), and Estrin and Prevezer (2011) who addressed the important of corporate governance in inducing firm performance in Brazil.
This research continued its investigation into Russia, India, China and Indonesia. Firms in Russia indicated a significant role for corporate governance on firm performance. The estimated coefficient values are 0.4648 for Tobin's Q and 0.4760 for ROA. This is in line with prior research in Russia, such as that undertaken by Black (2001) , Klapper and Love (2004) , Renders et al. (2010) and Estrin and Prevezer (2011) . In the Indian context, it also found a significant contribution by corporate governance on firm performance, where the values are 0.3146 and 0.2323 for Tobin's Q model and ROA model, respectively. Jackling and Johl (2009), and Balasubramanian et al. (2010) , and Estrin and Prevezer (2011) arrived at the same conclusion with their research findings, in which they addressed the importance of corporate governance on Indian firms' performance. The positive and significant role of corporate governance in firms' performance is also found in China. The listed firms in China showed a correlation between corporate governance and the firms' performance, where the estimated coefficient values are 0.3057 and 0.4575 for Tobin's Q model and ROA model, respectively. This is consistent with the previous results of Hu et al. (2010) , Sami et al. (2011), Estrin and Prevezer (2011) , and Masulis et al. (2012) . Lastly, there is also a positive and significant contribution by corporate governance to firm performance in Indonesia. The magnitude of this influence is also strong, because the estimated coefficient values are 0.2793 for Tobin's Q and 0.2463 for ROA. This is in line with the previous research of Mitton (2002), Klapper and Love (2004) , Ramdani and Wittenloostuijn (2010) , and Prabowo and Simpson (2011) which concluded that there is a significant relationship between corporate governance and Indonesian firms' performance.
For the control variable's results, this research finds that the estimated coefficient of LTA (size) is positive but not significant to firm performance. The coefficient of OIS (profitability) is positive and significant. The estimated coefficient values are 0.0365, 0.0624, 0.0571, 0.0513, 0.0466, and 0.0502 for the Tobin's Q model in the US, Brazil, Russia, India, China, and Indonesia, respectively. This continues with the third control variable, which is CES (growth). This research finds that the growth of the firms contributes significantly only in the US, Brazil, India, China and Indonesia. Growth has no significant role in the performance of Russian firms. Lastly, the estimated coefficient for LEV (leverage) is significant and positive for firms in the US, Brazil, India, China, and Indonesia, but not in Russia. The estimated coefficient values in Tobin's Q model are 0.6872, 0.5296, 0.5485, 0.5638, and 0.4984 for the US, Brazil, India, China and Indonesia, respectively. Meanwhile, the estimated coefficients of leverage in the ROA model are 0.5132, 0.4827, 0.2050, 0.3068, 0.2919, and 0.2417 for the US, Brazil, India, China and Indonesia, respectively. Table 5 reports the estimates of firm performance with TDP, considering the corporate governance of the firms. In Model (1), only the baseline model of firm performance is addressed. Then this research modifies it into Model (2), where TDP is introduced, and Model (3), where corporate governance is introduced. Both models of Tobin's Q and ROA conclude that the main predictors, either TDP or corporate governance, of firm performance in the six-countries are statistically significant. However, a negative sign and/or an insignificant role for the baseline variables are found in certain countries. This intriguing finding makes us want to investigate the interaction between those two main predictors further. This research then hypothesized that there is a moderating role by corporate governance on the relationship between TDP and firm performance. This research believes that a firm with better corporate governance might have different results for its TDP-firm performance association, as compared to a firm with poor corporate governance.
The Moderating Effect of Corporate Governance
This research proceeded to add an interaction term between TDP and corporate governance to investigate whether the impact of TDP on firm performance differs across different corporate governance levels. This research also controls for the firms' unobservable characteristics, such as differences in their managerial characteristics and corporate cultures by adding a 2-way firm-period fixed effect and reporting the results of Model (4) in Table 5 . Note that the adjusted R2 surmises the model has a good goodness of fit.
The estimates of the baseline variables are the same as the conclusion reported in (4) revealed that in the performance of those firms which have a training and development policy. Moreover, the significance of the estimates for corporate governance ( 6 GOV i,t ) in Model (4) also reveals that for the performance of firms which have conducted corporate governance. On the other hand, the interactive terms explain the moderating effect of the model.
After the interactive term is introduced, the baseline variables have a consistent sign and significance with Model (1). The size of the firm is still not significant in associating it with the firms' performance. However, the profitability has regained a significant role in the firms' performance. These remarks are found in all the countries in our study. The growth of firms has also contributed positively and is statistically significant for the firms' performance in 4 countries, which are the US, India, China, and Indonesia. This is totally different to the findings from the estimations of Model (2), where some countries even suffered discounted performance in their growth. Another positive and significant contribution comes from profitability on the firms' performance in all the countries, except Russia.
The results of Table 5 Therefore, this research surmised that there is a moderating role of corporate governance on the relationship between TDP and firm performance. The positive sign and increasing R2 from the interactive terms indicated the moderating role has a good effect on the relationship. The changes of the sign of the baseline variables from negative to positive or from not-significant to significant implied another role for corporate governance in the relationship. This means firms with good corporate governance might manage their TDP well and will have relatively better performance compared to firms with poor corporate governance. Another implication of this research is that good corporate governance not only strengthens the TDP-firm performance relationship, but may also use training and development in a positive manner by not having an inverse relationship between the size of the firm and the firm's performance, or the firm's growth and its performance.
However, this conclusion cannot be found in India and China, which makes this research even more interesting. India and China are two labor-intensive countries which showed that TDP will not have any effect on the firms there. Firms in India and China will see no effect; no matter how much these firms spend on their employees' training and development or no matter how intense the investment of the firms in training and development is. Yet, firms with good corporate governance may produce different results. The significance of the sign of the interactive terms indicates that firms in India and China may put the reason for their firms' performance down to their TDP if the firms have good levels of corporate governance.
Robustness Test: Using a Dummy Variable of Corporate Governance
The results reported in the previous section suggested that corporate governance may influence TDP in obtaining good performance among firms. So far, it has not been explicitly controlled for good levels of corporate governance. To the extent that good or bad corporate governance may also affect the estimated value of Model (4), this research in- vestigates further by establishing a dummy variable for the level of corporate governance. Table 6 depicts different estimates of Model (4) where the corporate governance index is modified into a binary dummy variable.
The dummy variable is created by using the following procedure. First, the mean is taken after sorting out the governance index from the highest to the lowest in each year, according to each country. Then, those firms with a corporate governance index higher than the average value are given 1 and 0 otherwise. The data set of the corporate governance index is replaced by this new dummy variable data. After that, it proceeded by re-employing Model (4).
The results showed the indifferent conclusions except for the control variables. Profitability and leverage contributed positively and were statistically significant to the firms' performance in all countries, including Brazil and Russia. Meanwhile, India, China, and Indonesia lost the growth effect on the firms' performance. Size still does not have any significant effect on the firms' performance.
The interactive terms for new corporate governance arrived at the same conclusion; there is a moderating role by corporate governance on the relationship between TDP and the firms' performance, as reported in Table  6 .This study also found that within each country, the role of corporate governance differed. Based on the estimated coefficient, the moderating role of corporate governance is significantly higher for US firms. Interestingly, there are no consistent results between Tobin's Q and ROA when this research used these new interactive terms. This research believes this is due to the variance of the indexation of the corporate governance's level, or in other words, a statistical problem. Another issue that may arise in this research is that there are no exact corporate governance items that may enhance the TDP-firm performance link. For instance, board structure and compenzation policy may have different impacts on the relationship. The researchers leave this issue for future research. 
Results Discussion
This study revealed that a Training and Development Policy (TDP) plays an important role in firms' performance, which is consistent with previous empirical papers such as those by Storey (2002) , Storey (2004) , and Kwon and Rupp (2013) . Even so, the role of TDP on firm performance is not always true. Particularly, this research discovered that the significant effect of TDP on firm performance is very weak in India and China. Moreover, the literature showed that a firm with good corporate governance may have a better policy-performance association (e.g. Shleifer and Vishny 1997; Kwon and Rupp 2013) . Hence, this research continued to investigate further by exploring the mediating role of corporate governance on the TDP and firm performance.
This research followed up on this unjustified explanation by using a corporate governance index. This index consisted of four important dimensions namely, board structure, board function, compenzation policy, and shareholder rights. Of course, using this index does not explain which dimension, or dimensions, have an effect on the relationship between TDP and firm performance. But at least, this is the best data available and also the best method to reduce the excessive variance, which is a result of having too many predictors, especially the multicollinearity, heteroscedasticity, and autocorrelation issues.
The results demonstrated interesting findings, where corporate governance might enhance the relationship between TDP and firm performance. The negative signs of the variables in the TDP model are also changing to positive, and the magnitude of the estimated coefficient is bigger. India and China, where TDP does not have an effect on firm performance, showed an inverse relationship. This implied that corporate governance relatively fixes the firms' performance through imposing TDP. Table 6 . Continued
The regression is performed using two different measures of performance: Tobin's Q and ROA. The figure stated are the coefficient values, except numbers in parentheses which are p-value. The dependent variable is firm performance. The control variables are relative size (RLTA), relative profitability (ROIS), relative growth (RCES), and relative leverage (RLEV). The main independent variables are Training and Development Policy (TDP), and Corporate Governance. The innovation in this research is the interactive terms between TDP and corporate governance. This is robustness check of the moderating role by creating a dummy variable of corporate governance. The model is as follow:
In other words, successful training and development relies on the corporate governance of the firms. Firms without good corporate governance ended up with low growth and probably also grow smaller. The substantial outlay that organizations spend each year on formal training and development programs is made with the expectation that their training investments will lead to improvements in their organizational performance, but this is hugely based on the corporate governance performance of the firm. This is consistent with studies by Bunch (2007) , and Deng et al. (2012) , which addressed the success rate of training and development and found it depends on the governance of the firm. Using Shleifer and Vishny (1997) to postulate the conclusion, TDP, which is an investment for better firm performance, will be successful if the firm has good corporate governance. A better level of corporate governance might prohibit the managers from personally profiting from business operations such as training and development. This implied that firms with good levels of corporate governance may perform relatively better from their training and development programmes as compared to those firms without good levels of corporate governance. Moreover, this research also showed that without a good level of corporate governance, a firm might suffer from the incurred cost of its training and development. Besides that, training and development policies without good corporate governance may reduce the size and growth of firms, as can be illustrated from cases in India and China.
Research Implications for Companies
Does a Training and Development Policy (TDP) affect firm performance? Industry and policy makers may benefit in their policymaking processes from the answer.
Often, training and development is treated as cost center, hence, companies will ignore it. The thought that trained staff will leave the company after achieving better capabilities pushes companies to have bad policies regarding this matter. Yet, the results of this study show differently. They show that TDP is important for firm performance, meaning that TDP is a good investment for a company. Second, to ensure the return of TDP by improved performance, a company has to have good corporate governance.
Hence, the findings from this research have two main implications for companies. First, it is empirically proven that employing TDP in an organization is good for the performance. This implies companies should invest in their human resources, especially training and development, to induce improved performance. Second, there is a moderating role by corporate governance on the TDPperformance link, indicating the need for good corporate governance to ensure the return from TDP. This implies that companies should have better monitoring or governance to make sure their TDP is working. In other words, corporate governance is essential for companies to obtain a good return from their TDP outlays.
Conclusions
This research aims to investigate the role of governance on the relationship between TDP and firm performance. This research constructed a panel data set with a large range of firms from countries such as Brazil, Russia, India, China, Indonesia, and the US over the period from 2007 to 2013, and explored how much of the performance of TDP appears to arise from the structure of their corporate governance. The baseline model consists of profitability (operating income to sales), growth (capital expenditure to sales), leverage (debt to equity), and size (natural logarithm of the total assets). Firm performance is measured more comprehensively than in prior studies in the area, where the return on assets and Tobin's Q are used. The TDP is a dummy variable which is 1 if the firm imposes TDP, and 0 otherwise. The corporate governance is measured by a well-established index called the corporate governance performance index. This index is more robust than the exclusive ownership variables, because it also includes board structure, board function, compenzation policy, and shareholder rights. Another reason for using this index is to avoid the statistical issues if there are too many independent variables, such as type 1 or type 2 errors. As a robustness test, corporate governance's performance is further clustered into the dummy variable of good corporate governance and poor corporate governance, and then re-run again in the model by using this governance dummy variable.
The results documented three interesting findings. Once this research accounted for the impact of corporate governance on firm value, the researchers found a positive and significant relationship between corporate governance and firm performance. This means a company with good corporate governance tends to have good performance. This research continued by introducing only TDP into the baseline mode. The researchers found that TDP contributed positively and significantly to the firm performance, confirming the postulate of the link between TDP and performance. For example, firms imposing TDP may have increased efficiency at work, leading to better productivity by the firms and better performance as compared to firms without TDP. Interestingly, the baseline model (profitability, growth, size, and leverage) lost its contribution to performance when this research introduced TDP into the model. This indicated that imposing TDP in a firm is more important than the financial factor in relation to improving the firm's performance. Lastly, this research tested whether corporate governance plays an important role in the relationship between TDP and firm performance. Using the corporate governance index, this research found that there is a significant effect by corporate governance on the relationship between TDP and firm performance. This research then continued to the robustness test by using the governance dummy variable and found the same results. This means that TDP will influence a firm's performance if it has good corporate governance. In a nutshell, this research concluded that corporate governance plays an important role in the relationship between TDP and firm performance. This implies that firms with TDP and good corporate governance will outperform those firms with TDP but poor corporate governance and firms without TDP.
However, the findings need to be validated by further research, conducted in other developed markets or emerging markets, in order to verify some facts about certain common characteristics embedded in the developed markets or in the emerging markets. The focus of this study has been to examine the role of corporate governance on the relationship of TDP and firm performance. Based on certain limitation, a few extensions can be further built upon this analysis. Firstly, more details of the training and development investment by the firms may give different insights. Secondly, corporate governance such as the board's structure, shareholder rights, firm's identity, or even compenzation policy can give more insights into the TDP-firm performance association. Lastly, this study is limited to a full dimension of corporate governance, where each type of governance may have different effects on the relationship between TDP and performance. Future research may develop a corporate governance dimension based on certain characteristics, and test it to see what type of governance has a significant effect on the links between TDP and performance. Additionally, some of the internal corporate governance's attributes, such as the roles of families and governmentlinked companies' directors can be another interesting extension of this study.
